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ABSTRACT 

The major objective of this research study was to 
gather information about factors which influence collection 
development and selection decision making in the Smithsonian 
Institution Libraries. The user’s judgement of the extent to which 
the collections met his needs is the only parameter of assessment. 
Museum curators, the bulk of whose time is spent in research, were 
asked how well the collections met their needs. Also examined were 
the resources actually utilized by the curators in their research 
work, and their participation in and perception of the library 
material selection process. The study was designed to provide 
information for policy making, but the implications which are drawn 
must be considered tentative since only the user’s point of view is 
covered, A more complete analysis must also consider the perspectives 
of librarians and administrators of the Smithsonian Institution, 
(Author/SJ) 
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PREFACE 



Ihis is a report of a survey conducted while I was a 
Visiting Research Associate at the Smithsonian Institution 
Libraries, from September, 1970 to June, 1971. The 
assignment provider me with a unique opportunity to observe, 
and to some extent to participate in, the operations of a 
research library. During this time I received the coopera- 
tion of the staff of the Smithsonian Institution Libraries. 
Especially valuable was the guidance of Dr. Russell Shank, 
the Director of Libraries. I frequently turned for advice 
to Miss Jean Smith, Special Assistant for Biological Programs. 
Dan Clemmer , Assistant to the Director, aided in many ways. 

I conducted a number of interviews in the initial phases 
of the study and during the period in which the questionnaire 
was pretested and revised. The Smithsonian librarians with 
whom I talked were extremely frank and helpful. The curators 
who were interviewed were cooperative and willing to discuss 
I i brary matters , 

Faculty members of the University of Maryland School of 
Library and Information Services assisted throughout the study 
Dr. James Liesener was consulted in the initial phases of my 
Work; Dr. Edwin Olson aided in the design of the questionnaire 
and Dr . Michael Reynolds helped to guide my observations and 
the direction of my inquiries throughout the study. 



SUMMARY 



The major objective of the study was to gather information 
about factors which influence collection development and 
seleci on decision making in the Smithsonian Institution 
Libraries. A questionnaire was sent to the curators in the 
National Museum of Natural History and the National Museum of 
History and Technology. 



The factors studied were: 

(1) the curators' assessment of the levels at 
which the collections of the Smithsonian 
Institution Libraries meet their needs; 

(2) the libraries and information resources 
ut i I I zed by the curators in carrying out 
their research projects and studies; 

(3) the curators' participation in and perception 
of the processes by which materials are 
selected for addition to the collection of 
the Smithsonian Institution Libraries, 



Sixty-four curators In the National Museum of Natural 
History and twenty-eight curators in the National Museum of 
History and Technology responded to the questionnaire. The 
respondents are primarily engaged in research, and spend more 
than one quarter of their time in curatorial and public service 
activities. They are library users who believe that collection 
development (in the sense of adding more books and journals to the 
col lection) is the highest priority for the Smithsonian . 
Institul.on Libraries. 

Assessment of the collections ; The curators were asked 
to assess the levels at which the collections of. the Smithsonian 
institution Libraries meet the needs of their research projects 
and studies. Curators in the National Museum of Natural History 
tend to assess the collections at higher levels than do curators 
in the National Museum of History and Technology. 

A stepwise regression analysis performed on data collected 
in the National Museum of Natural History Indicated that 
utilization of library and Information resources is the best 
predictor of the curators’ assessment of the collection. 
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^2) utilization of library and in formation resources: 
Patterns of utilization differ between" the two" museums, " 
Respondents in the National Museum of Natural History, in 
contrast to those in the National Museum of History and 
Technology, use more department and division collections with- 
in the Smithsonian Institution, but use fewer total libraries. 

Twenty percent of the respondents in the National Museum 
of Na'iural Histor, depend primarily upon personal collections. 

No respondents in the National Museum of History and Technology 
depend primarily upon personal collections; by contrast, they 
are more . dependent upon libraries outside of the Smithsonian 
institution than are respondents in the National Museum of 
Natural History. 

^3) The selection decision making process : The majority 

of respondents did recommend title for acquisition by the 
•Smithsonian Institution Libraries during the past year. They 
Indicated that if more funds were available they would request 
even more titles. Forty-three percent of the respondents in 
the National Museum of Natural History and 22 percent of the 
respondents i n the National Museum of History and Technology, 
however, did not participate in the selection of materials. 

Most^ respondents believe that curators now have the major 
responsibility for selecting materials in their own subject 
fields, and they believe that this is a desirable situation. 

Few respondents believe that department chairmen, librarians 
or the library d i rector now have or should have a major role 
In selecting mater la Is, Almost half of the respondents in 
the National Museum of Nalural History, however, indicated 
that they do not know who now has responsibility for selecting 
materials; they, too, prefer that the curators have the major 
role. 

Some implications of the findings were discussed. Several 
areas which offer potential for further research were mentioned. 
They are: I) user evaluation of collections; 2) differences among 
disciplines; and 3) organizational behavior. Implications of the 
findings for policy making in the Smithsonian Institution Libraries 
were described. These include: I) guidelines for collection 
development; 2) opportunities for increased cooperative activity; 

3) strengthening of technical services to facilitate access to 
materials; 4) improving communications with curators; and 
5) developing a public information clearinghouse within the 
Smithsonian Institution Libraries. 



I . i NTRODUCT I ON 



A. Objectives 

The major objective of the study was to gather data 
on factors which influence collection development and selection 
decision making in the Smithsonian Institution Libraries. I 
The factors studies were: 

1) the curators* assessment of the levels at which 
the Libraries’ collections meet their needs;. 

2) the libraries and information resources uti.ized 
by the curators in pursuing their research 
projects and studies; 

3) the curators’ participation in and perception 

of he processes by which materials are selected 
for addition to the collections of the Smithsonian 
Institution Libraries. 

The Smithsonian Institution Libraries was undergoing change 
at the time the study was initiated. Organizational and personnel 
changes had occurred and mo re were anticipated. Pol iciss were 
being formulated; in particular, a collection development policy 
statement was being prepared by the library staff. A questionnaire 
was designed to collect data not presently available which could 
facilitate policy formulation. 

B. Limitations 

The study was not designed to examine all of the factors 
involved in col I ect i on deve lopment or selection .decision making. 

The variables studied were chosen because of a combination of 
theoretical , methodological and practical considerations. Only 
the perspectives of the users are discussed; a more complete 
analysis must also consider the perspectives of the librarians 
and the administrators of the Smithsonian Institution. 2 



C. Design of the Research 



The first three months of the study were spent 
observing library operations and interviewing librarians and 
curators. During December! i .'70, a questionnaire was designed, 
pretested and revised, (See Appendix A,) The questionnaire 
was mailed in late January to all curators in the National 
Museum of Natural History (N = 117) and all curators in the 
National Museum of History and Technology (N = 54.)* 

The population was based upon the Smithsonian Institution 
Pi rec tory for 1970; additional information was provided by 
the administrative staff of each Museum. 

In late February a follow-up letter was sent to non- 
respondents. (See Appendix B.) Two weeks later phone calls 
were made to those who had not yet responded. As a result of 
the phone calls, it was learned that a number of curators were 
away from the Washington, D.C. area at the time the study was 
being conducted; these curators were eliminated from the sample. 
The response rate for curators actually present in the D.C. 
area was 63 percent in NMNH (N s 64) and 54 percent in NMHT 
(N = 23). (See Appendix C for an analysis of returns.) 

More important than rate of response, however, is the 
question of non-response bias* That is ; how representat I ve of 
the population of curators is the sample of respondents? Are 
there any systematic biases which might make generalizations from 
sample to population invalid? 

During follow-up telephone cal Is, a random sample of 
curators was queried about their failure to respond. The pressure 
of other work was the overwelming reason cited for not respond- 
ing to the questionnaire* None indicated that he was not a 
library user. In all, only one questionnaire was returned un- 
answered because the recipient did not use libraries. There Is no 
evidence, therefore, to suggest that the non-respondents were 
not library users. In fact, the survey suggests that the over- 
whelming majority of Smithsonian curators do use libraries. 

(Of course, the non-respondents may differ from the respondents 
In the way In which they use libraries.) 



For convenience, the National Museum of Natural History will 
frequently be referred to as "Natural History" and the 
National Museum of History and Technology, as "History and 
Technology. " 
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There may be a non-response bias in the 26 percent of 
the original Natural History population who were eliminated 
because of their absence from the Washington, D,C, area. 

Only one percent of the History and Technology non-respondents 
were siml larly out of town. It has been suggested that 26 
percent represents the percentage of curators who, at any time, 
would be away from the National Museum of Natural History. 

In the absence of additional Information, however, the possi- 
bility of bias should be considered when evaluating the Natural 
History findings. 

The results of this report are based upon the 64 
completed quest i onna i res received from Natural History and the 
28 questionnaires completed by curators in History and Techno’oqy 
After coding and keypunching, the data was processed on the 
University of Maryland’s Univac 1108. (See Appendix D for coding 
scheme,) 



Tables in the text may not always total to the full sample 
sizes because unanswered questions were not included in 
the tabulations. 



II. THE RESPONDENTS 



A, Principal Activities 



The Smithsonian Institution considers its major 
mission to be "the increase and diffusion of knowledge"; 
scholarship and research are encouraged. The curators are 
similar to scholars and researchers in other research 
institutes and universities. 

No information was gathered on traditional indices 
of research activity, such as number of publications, number 
of degrees held, or number of professional meetings attended. 
The respondents were asked, however, how they allocate their 
professional time. 



The data in Table I indicates that the respondents in 
both Museums consider research to be their principal activity. 
Unlike college and university environments, however, teaching 
and learning activities in the Smithsonian Institution are 
minimal. instead, curatorial and public service activities 
take an average of more than one quarter of the time of 
curators . 



Table I 



Respondents ! 


A! location of Professional Time 


Profess i ona 1 
Act i v i ty 


NMNH Respondents 
Percent* Rank 


NMHT Respondents 
Percent Rank 



Research 


47 


1 


35 


1 


Curatorla 1 


19 


2 


21 


2.5 


Administration 


18 


3 


21 


2.5 


Pub 1 i c Servi ce 


1 1 


4 


!8 


4 


Teaching and Learning 


4 


5 


4 


5 


Other 


1 


6 


1 


6 



* ' ' 

Percentages may not total to 100# because of rounding. 
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B * Priorities for the Smithsonian Institution Libraries 



One item on the questionnaire dealt with the way in 
which the respondents would allocate additional library funds 
The question was included in order to assess the relative 
priority of col lection deve lopment among other i ibrary 
act I v i t ies , 1 



As indicated in Table 2, most respondents feel that 
additional funds should be devoted primarily to the purchase of 
more books. The greatest difference between the curators in 

two Museums is in the relative importance of buying journals. 
Respondents in Natural History would allocate 22 percent to the 
purchase of journals, whereas respondents in History and Technology 
would allocate only eight percent. This finding may reflect 
differences between the dominanl disciplines represented in the 
two Museums. Curators in History and Technology are primarily 
historians. Curators in Natural History are principally 
scientists; it is well-known that scientists are greatly 
dependent upon journal literature. 



Table 2 

Respondents' Opinion of How Additiona l Funds Should 
Be A I located for Library Purposes 



Category 



NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents 
Percent Rank Percent Rank 



"To buy more books" 

"To buy more journals" 

"To speed up technical 
processing..." 

"To hire more clerical and 
technical assistants" 

"To hire more librarians" 
"To increase photocopying 
fae I I i t ies" 

"To buy more reference and 
bibliographic materials" 
"To speed up the delivery of 
documents..." 

"To make the libraries more 
comfortable for reading 
and studying" 

"Other" 



32 I 
22 2 

15 3 

9 4 

6 5 

4 7 

4 7 

3 9 

I 10 

4 7 



45 | 

8 3.5 

17 2 



8 3.5 

7 5 

5 6 



4 7.5 

4 7.5 



9.5 

9.5 



Concern with technics I services in the Libraries is 
reflected by the Importance of the categories: "to speed up 

technical processing.,," and "to hire more clerical and 
technical assistants." The comments of one curator in Natural 
History seem to summarize this concern: 

""^he biggest single need is more money for books. «, 

The slowness of technical processing also Is a great 
problem, but it should not be rated the number one 
prob lem." 

The curators are keenly .aware of recent budget cuts. The 
following is a typical comment: 

"The excellence of the library facilities was an 
important factor leading me to decide to join the 
staff of the Smithsonian Institution. To see the 
library being weakened by . . , i nadequate budgets.,, is 
very discouraging. Not only is such weakening a 
threat today, it is literally building problems for 
the future," 

In view of concern with budget cuts and technical services, 
it might be expected that among the lowest ranked categories are 
two "user-oriented" services: making the Libraries more comfort- 
able and speeding up document delivery. 

To summarize : The respondents in the two Museums are 

simi I ar in the way in which they describe their activities and In 
their assignment of priorities for the Libraries. They are 
principally researchers; they use libraries, and view collection 
development (in the sense of adding more books and journals to the 
collection) as the highest priority for the Smithsonian Institution 
L I brar i es . 



The following sections will explore: I) the levels at which 
the respondents assess the collections of the Smithsonian 
institution Libraries; 2) the library and information resources 
utilized by the respondents; and 3) the respondents' participa- 
tion in and perception of the selection decision-making process 
In the Smithsonian institution Libraries. 
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Ill . ASSESSMENT OF THE COLLECTIONS 



A. Level of Assessment Score 



As previously mentioned, the Smithsonian Institution 
Libraries has no collection development policy statement. 

The librarians seem to agree that the collections of the 
Smithsonian Institution Libraries are strong in some areas and 
weak in others aue to a variety of circumstances, few of which 
have directly involved a concern with building library 
co I I ect i ons . 

Early in the history of the Smithsonian Institution, 
the decision not to develop a library was made. As a result 
the Smithsonian's I ibrary col lection was transferred to the 
Library of Congress. This collection formed the basis of the 
"Smithsonian Deposit" at the Library of Congress. Although the 
"Smithsonian Deposit" Is no longer maintained as a separate 
co I lection, the legislation that estab I ished it sti I I stands. 
Curators at the Smithsonian Institution retain the right of 
access ho the Library of Congress and in fact are quite 
dependent upon the resources of the Library of Congress. 

In order to formulate a collection development policy 
stal ement , it is necessary to assess the current col lection. 
Various attempts had been made by the library -faff to analyze 
the holdings in terms of their relative strsngt s in sections 
of the Dewey Decimal and Library of Congress r iassif ication 
schemes and fay broad subject headings. The library staff was 
not fuiiy satisfied with these attempts. 

A somewhat different approach was taken in this study. 

The collections were not evaluated from the librarians' point 
of view; rather, the respondents were asked to assess the extent 
to which the collections of the Smithsonian Institution Libraries 
support Their own research projects and studies. A technique 
for quant i fy i ng- the curator's assessments was developed, and is 
referred to as a "Level of Assessment Score." 

The Level of Assessment score is a quantitative index 
of the curator's judgment about the extent to which the Libraries' 
collection supports his work. Each respondent was instructed 
first to list all projects or studies in which he has been involved 
during the past year. He was then asked to indicate the level at 
which he judged that the collections of the Smithsonian Institution 



Libraries support each project* The respondent was requested 
not to consider materials secured via inter library loan. 

In some cnses, of course, users may be unaware that materials 
have been borrowed; thus Level of Assessment scores may be 
considered biased toward fuller coverage of o subject than the 
Smithsonian Institution Libraries may actually provide. 

The levels at which the respondents assess the collection 
range from one to four. They were adapted from Benton’s 
Federal Libraries Resources Study5 and are similar to the 
categories used by Shank in Regional Access to Scientific and 
Technical Information. 4 - 



- supp I i es basic i nformation ( such as I s 
contained in dictionaries, handbooks, 
and encyclopedias) 

- covers current know I edge and most 
important historical aspects (such as 
is contained in textbooks and basic 

j ou rna I s ) 

- includes basic materials required for 
independent study (but lacks some 
significant materials) 

- includes most materia i s required for 
i ndependent study 



Despite obvious ambiguities in the definitions, few 
respondents had difficulty assigning a level to each project. 

A mean Level of Assessment score was calculated for each respondent. 
For example, if a respondent listed only one project and indicated 
that the collections supported the project with basic materials 
(level 3), the respondent received a score of 3.0. A respondent 
who was involved in three studies, one of which was supported with 
the basic materials (level 3), one of which was supported with 
current knowledge (level 2), and one of which was supported with 
most of the materials needed for independent study (level 4), 
would also receive a score of 3.0. 

This technique, as all aggregative measures, obviously loses 
some information about individual projects. It was selected, 
however, because it provided a single, quantitative criterion which, 
to some extent, expresses an overall judgment. 



Leve I I 



Levs I 2 



Leve I 3 



Leve I 4 



Level of Assessment score is a "user-oriented" rather 
than a "project" or "resource-oriented" measure. (It vrouid be 
possible, however, to develop aggregative measures of Level of 
Assessment by subject area or by an organizational criterion, 
such as department.) A further refinement of the Level of 
Assessment score might Involve weighting each score by taking 
into account the relative importance of a project to the 
respondent (in terms of time spent on the project, the signifi- 
cance of the projeci to the curators’ long-range interests, or 
the relation of the project to the goals of the organization). 



Information about the extent to which the collections 
were judged to meet the needs of research projects might be most 
useful to policy makers In its non-agg regated form. A list of all 
projects and studies reported and the levels at which they were 
assessed by the curators is on file. 



B. Level of Assessment Scores in the Two Museums 

The curators in the two Museums differ in their judg- 
ments about the extent to which the Libraries' collections meet 
their needs. The mean Level of Assessment score for the 64 
respondents In Natural History is 2.97, or just below the basic 
research level. In History and Technology, the mean Level of 
Assessment score is 1.89, which is below the current knowledge 
I eve I . 

The data in Table 3 emphasize the lower scores in 
History and Technology. No respondents in History and Technology 
judge that the collections support their work at the independent 
study level (level 4), whereas 20 percent of the Natural History 
respondents judge that the collections support them at 1,’,.. 
independent study level. Forty-three percent of the History and 
Technology respondents assess the collections at the basic 
information level (level I), as contrasted with only nine percent 
of Natural History respondents. 
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TABLE 3 



Respondent s^ Assessment c rhe Level at Wh ich the Smithsonian 
institution Libraries* Collec tion Supports Their 
Research Projects ancTStudies " “ 



Level of Assessment Score 



NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents 
Number Percent Number Percent 



Basic information: 


1.0 


to 


1,9 


6 


9 


Current knowledge: 


2.0 


to 


2.9 


12 


19 


Basic research: 


3.0 


to 


3.9 


33 


52 


Independent Study: 


4.0 






13 


20 



12 43 

13 47 

3 I I 

0 0 



There are a number of factors which might contribute to 
the lower scores in History and Technology. One factor is the 
effect of the number of research projects reported by the curators. 
Respondents in History and Technology are involved In more research 
projects and studies than respondents In Natural History. The 
respondents in Natural History report an average of 2.8 projects 
and studies; the respondents in History and Technology, an average 
of 3,5. The correlation between number of projects reported and 
Level of Assessment scores within Natural History, although negative, 
is not sign If icant (r - - .131); there does not appear to be any 
relation between these variables within History and Technology, 
Therefore, although there are differences between the respondents 
in the Museums with respect to the numbc • of projects reported, 
the number of projects reported does not seem to be related to 
Level of Assessment scores. 

Certainly differences due to the nature of the disciplines 
represented by the two Museums must affect the curators' judgments. 

It appears that documents and information serve different roles 
foi scientists and for historians. Historians and scientists are 
trained differently, and the information upon which they depend is 
organ i zed , controlled and utili zed d i f f erent I y . 
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Bibliographic search Is an integral part of the 
historian’s craft. The needs of historians involved in 
research frequently can be satisfied only by access to 
"primary source materials". It may in fact be impossible 
and even inappropriate for a single library to attempt to 
serve historians in the same ways in which a single library 
can serve scientists. 5 

Organizational factors must also be considered. 

The National Museum of History and Technology is a newer 
collection and the direction of research activities In the 
Museum seems to be undergoing change. Shortly before the 
study was undertaken, a new librarian was appointed; the 
effect of personnel changes might be reflected in the lower 
scores In History and Technology, 

In spite of the emphasis in this report upon the 
contrasts between the two Museums, It should be clear that 
the respondents within Natural History and History and 
Technology do not constitute homogeneous groups, "Natural 
History" is not generally considered a "discipline"; the 
departments reflect the variety of subjects which comprise 
"natural history" as defined by the Smithsonian Institution, 
Among the departments there is diversity and change. Some 
departments are taxonomica I I y-or i ented; others are moving 
away from traditional approaches. Some represent fields 
of knowledge which are expanding at a rapid pace; others 
represent the maintenance of research interests which may 
be disappearing from many universities. There are varia- 
tions among historians as well. Some are oriented toward 
objects and artifacts; others are more concerned with 
social, culture and political impact. 

The department and division library collections in 
both Museums also vary markedly. Some are well .cared for 
and frequently used; others suffer from lack of attention. 

An analysis of Level of Assessment scores by department in 
both Museums is on file. The differences between depart- 
ments can provide useful information to policy makers. 



c p Variables which Predict Level of Assessment Scores In the 
National ' Museum of Natural" Hfsf ory": Results of IT Stepwise 
n “I on /\>ia I vs"f s~ “ 



The descriptive information presented in the other 
sections of this report can be useful to po 1 icy makers as a 
guide to' planning. Of greater interest to the researcher, 
however, and perhaps of greater long-range significance to 
policy makers, are inferential or predictive techniques. 

The stepwise regression te: ,iique 6 reported in this 
section was performed on Natural History data only. The number 
of cases in History and Technology was felt to be too small to 
make 1 n+erpretat ion of the results meaningful. 

The study was not designed to include all of the 
variables which might predict Level of Assessment score. 
Nevertheless, for exploratory purposes the question was asked: 
what combination of variables included In this study best predicts 
Level of Assessment? The search was for that group of items 
the questionnaire which, taken together, would provide the most 
information about a cu ator f s assessment of the collections. 

The list of variables and the multiple correlation 
coefficients (R) for each of the steps of the regression analysis 
can be found In Table 4, 



Table 4 



Stepwise Regression Analysis. Multiple Correlation Coefficient s 
* (National Museum of Natural History Only) 



Step 

Number V ariable Entered Multiple R 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 



12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 



Total number of libraries used .303 
Number of Smithsonian collections used .395 
Percent a I located to hire more librarians .453 
Percent of time spent in curatorial activity .497 
Number of titles requested in own field if more 

funds were available .526 
Percent allocated to hire more clerical and 

technical assistants .545 
Percent allocated to make the libraries more 

comfortable for reading and studying .565 
Percent of time spent in other activities .579 
Percent of time spent in public service activities .591 
Curators' selection responsibility .598 
Percent allocated for reference and bibliographic 

materials .605 
Number of titles requested in own field during the 

past year .612 
Percent al located for other library purposes .615 
Percent allocated to increase photocopying facilities .621 
Percent allocated to buying more journals .627 
Percent allocated to buying more books .629 
Percent allocated to speed up technical processing .632 
Number of research projects and studies reported .633 
Percent of time spent in teaching and research .634 
Preferred responsibility for curators in selecting 

materials .634 
Percent of time spent in administrative activities ,635 
Percent of time spent in research .635 
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The variable which best predicts Level of Assessment 
Score is the total number of libraries used by a curator. 

Total number of libraries used is negatively correlated with 
Level of Assessment Score (r = - .303); that is, the more 
libraries a respondent uses, the lower is the level at which he 
tends to assess the collections of the Smithsonian Institution 
Libraries, Total number of libraries used includes department 
and division collections used within the Smithsonian as well as 
libraries used outside. 

The number of collections used within the Smithsonian 
is not, by itself, s i gn i f i cant j y correlated with Level of 
Assessment score. When, however* total number of libraries used 
is mathematically subtracted or "partial led out", the effect of 
number of collections use d within th e Smithsonian does add 
significant information about Level of Assessment scores* 

The correlation between number of collections used within the 
Smithsonian and Level of Assessment Score is positive; that is, 
with each additional collection used within the Smithsonian, 
the respondent tends to assess the total Smithsonian institution 
Library collections at a higher level. 

The remaining variables are more difficult to interpret, 
(It is always difficult to interpret partial correlations and 
multiple R ! s as the number of variables increases). Further 
analysis, such as the use of clustering techniques, might provide 
useful information. The additional steps of the regression 
analysis, however, add little information about Level of Assessment 
scores. The Multiple R for variables I and 2 is ,395; the remain- 
ing 20 variables increase the Multiple R by only ,24. (It should 
also be noted that aJJ^ twenty-two variables included in this 
analysis account for less Than one-half of the variance in Level 
of Assessment scores (R = ,403), This conf i rms that there are 
important sources of variation in Level of Assessment scores 
which were not included in this analysis. 

To summer i ze i The Level of Assessment score is a 
quantitative index (ranging from 1.0 to 4,0) of -the curator 1 5 
judgment of the levels at which the coiiectlcns of the Smithsonian 
Institution Libraries support his own research projects and studies 
Differences were found between the assessments of curators in the 
two museums. Curators In Natural History tend to assess the 
collections at a higher level than do curators in History and 
Technology, In Natural History the mean Level of Assessment score 
is just below the basic research level (2.9); fn History and 
Technology it Is below the current knowledge level (1.8), 

A stepwise regression analysis was performed on Natural History 
data. Information about the utilization of library and information 
resources — the total number of libraries used and the number of 
collections used within the Smithsonian — was most important in 
predicting Level of Assessment scores. 




IV, LIT I 



UZATIQN OF LIBRARY AND INFORMATION RESOI IROFc; 



Comparatively little research has focused uoon the 
suggest Vklt grJater^nilrs^an^ng^of ' Ve^VftTof u PV°\- 

r,s“ Er" ,; = ~r,rs„ 

¥«* d -'"S th e r p«? S y « r d a“d , tride"m/ear= n o t r,e"c b !^ h0 h3S 

C "' If e?l^ UdinQ dWiSl ° n ° nd « Sons,. 

r “ ! s d ® fined as personal visits, written requests, phone 
Ms by the user or someone acting for him. Interlibrarv i™ n 
material however, is not considered. Newt, the u«r rank, each 
ibrary in order of the approximate frequency with which I? 

he e used"each "resource. * ni " ca * es *» projects^ stud^f £ STch 

Three aspects of utilization of resources were Investigated: 

1) total number of libraries used; 

2) number of 'department and division collections 
used within the Smithsonian Institution; 

3) the curator's "primary library," i. e,, that 
library most frequently used. 

A. Total Number of Libraries Used 

As noted in the preceding section there is a sianm<-sn+ 
negative correlation betwe* the total number of librar Is used 

scorls^hat ' uMTr 3 ' 3 " d +heir L *-' of Assessment 

AssesS leak libraries used, the lower the Level of 



Table 5 compares total number of libraries used bv 

H1storv S and 1° j^V* 0 Museums * More libraries are used by 
History and Technology respondents. Over half of the Historv and 

Technology respondents use a total of seven or more libraries 
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By contrast only 27 percent of the Natural History respondents 
use seven or more libraries. This finding emphasizes the 
historians* special dependence upon primary source materials, 

A list of the libraries used by respondents Is on file. The 
Library of Congress appears to be the most frequently mentioned 
library, followed by special manuscript collections and state 
and local historical associations, 9 



Table 5 



Total Number of Libraries Used By Respondents 



Number of Libraries Used NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents 

Number Percent Number Percent 



1-2 


7 


i 1 


1 


4 


3-4 


29 


46 


6 


23 


5-6 


1 1 


17 


5 


19 


7 and over 


17 


27 


14 


54 



B. Number of Collections Used Within the Smithsonian institution 

The relationship between number of Smithsonian Institution 
collections used by Natural History respondents and Level of 
Assessment scores has been described in the preceding section; 
that is, when the total number of libraries used is held constant, 
the number of collec+iqns used within the Smithsonian Institution 
Is positively related to Level of Assessment scores* 

The data in Table 6 indicates that respondents i ri Natural 
History make extensive use of collections in departments and 
divisions other than their own. Only 18 percent of the History and 
Technology respondents use more than two col lections; 59 percent of 
the respondents in Natural History use more than two collections 
within the Smithsonian Institution. The use of decentralized 
collections has implications for planning and policy making which 
will be discussed in the final section. 
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Table 6 



Total Number of Smithsonian institu tion Libraries' Col lections 

Used by Respondents 



Number of Col lections 



NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents 

Numbe r Percent Number Percent 



None 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 and over 



2 



2 


3 


23 


36 


19 


30 


10 


1 5 


9 


14 



1 3 

13 48 

8 29 

3 I I 

2 7 

I 3 



C* The "Primary Library" 

The "primary library" was defined as the library most 
frequently used by the respondent. There were four categories 
for coding primary library: I) personal collections; 

2) department or division collections within the Smithsonian 
institution; 3) the main branch library of each Museum; and 
4) libraries outside of the Smithsonian Institution. 

The data in Table 7 confirm what other findings suggest; 
respondents in History and Technology are less dependent upon 
collections within the Smithsonian Institution Libraries. 
Forty-three percent of the respondents in History and Technology 
depend upon a library outside of the Smithsonian Institution as 
their most frequently used library. 
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Table 7 



Type of Library 


Most Frequently Used 


by Respondents: 






"Primary L i brary" 






Type of Library 


NMNH Respondents 


NMHT Respondents 




Number Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Persona I coll ec+ f ons 


13 20 


0 


0 


Department or Division 








co 1 1 ect i ons 


36 56 


6 


21 


Museum Branch Library 


14 22 


10 


36 


Outside the Smithsonian 






! ns+I tut i on 


1 2 


12 


43 



Respondents in Natural History make extensive use of 
department and division collections, and, as noted, use collections 
in other departments and divisions as well as their own. The 
dependence of Natural History respondents upon department and 
division collections may reflect a cross -disci p I I nary approach to 
research. It also reflects the strong tradition of decentralization 
within Natural History, The department and division library 
collections appear to have greater "official status" within Natural 
History; one department has Its own librarian; until recently, two 
other departments had librarians assigned to them. 

Personal collections were mentioned as the most frequently 
used resource by 70 percent of the Natural History respondents. 

The item on the questionnaire does not appear to have been phrased 
in such a way as to elicit specific Information about use of 
personal collections. The finding that 20 percent of the Natural 
History respondents depend primarily upon personal collections 
supports other evidence that scientists prefer easily accessible 
and informal sources of I nf ormat I on . 1 0 That no curator in History 
and Technology mentioned use of personal collections seems 
consistent with what is known about the nature of historical 
research. 



- 18 - 




The identity of the primary library among Natural 
History respondents is not associated with Level of Assessment 
scores. There are, however, significant negative correlations 
between use of personal collections and tpta I number of library 
and Information resources used (r = ^ .314), and between use 
of personal collections and number of collections used within 
the Smithsonian Institution (r = - .264), These findings suggest 
that curators in Natural History who depend primarily upon 
personal collections utilize fewer formal sources of Informa- 
tion. 

To surnmar i ze : There were marked differences in 

patterns of utilization of library and information resources 
between Museums, Respondents in Natural History, in contrast 
to those in History and Technology, use more collections within 
the Smithsonian Institution, but use fewer total libraries. 

Twenty percent of the respondents in Natural History depend 
primarily upon personal collections; they tend also to utilize 
fewer formal sources of information. Respondents in History 
and Technology, by contrast, use a greater number of libraries 
and are more dependent upon libraries outside of the Smithsonian 
I nst i tut i on . 



v, THE SELECTION DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 



It is useful to distinguish between deve lopment of 
collections and selection of materials to be eadeti t Q the 
collections. Materials may be added to col lecrlons, causing 
the collections to grow (in size and/or scope). The phrase 
"collection development", however, is used In this report to 
describe a policy planning activity. A collection development 
policy guides and directs the selection of materials. 

Even in the absence of a stated collection development 
policy, however, selection decisions are made. Selection 
decision-making is a behavioral process which affects the growth 
of the collection. Two components of the selection decision- 
making process in the Smithsonian Institution were studied. 

They were: I) the curators' participation in the selection of 
materials] and 2) the curators' perception of the process by 
which materials are added to the col lections of the Smithsonian 
Institution Libraries. 



A. Participation in the Selection Proce ss 

There was widespread feeling that the present fiscal 
situation was unusual. Questions were therefore asked not only 
about the curator's present participation in the selection of 
titles but also about the number of titles which would be 
recommended if more funds were available. 

In both Museums, as the data in Table 8 shows, the 
majority of curators wouid increase the number of their requests 
if more funds were available. Nineteen percent of the respondents 
in Natural History, however, would not increase their requests 
even with the addition of funds. (This may be another indication 
of the higher level at which the curators in Natural History 
assess the collections.) 
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Table 8 



Changes in the Number of Requests for New Tn.es 
if More Funds Were Aval I able 



Change In Number of 
Requests 



NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents 

Number Percent Number Percent 



Wou ! d 


request additional 






tltl 


es 


50 


81 


Wou 1 d 


not request 






add 1 


t i ona 1 titles 


12 


19 



23 96 

I 4 



There Is a significant correlation in Natural History 
between the number of titles requested during the past year 
and the number of titles which would be requested if more funds 
were available* Cr - *788)* This suggests that those curators 
who now request titles will Increase their requests* Further- 
more* if additional funds were available* the greatest increase 
In requests would come from curators who spend more of their 
time on research activities, Cr s ,297)* 

Separate questions were asked about the number of requests 
in the respondents 1 own field and in other fields* Respondents 
in History and Technology requested- more titles than did 
respondents In Natural History* Forty-three percent of the 
respondents In Natural History requested no titles; only II 
percent of the respondents In History and Technology made no 
requests (See Table 9), Curator ^ in History and Technology 
would also recommend more titles If more funds. were available 
(See Tab I e 10). 
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Table 9 



Number of Titles Requested in the Respondents Own Field 



Number of Requests 


NMNH Respondents 


NMHT Res 


-pondents 




Number Percent 


Number 


Percent 


None 


20 32 


3 


1 1 


1-10 


25 39 


10 


34 


1 1-50 


8 12 


10 


36 


Over 50 


3 5 


2 


7 


Did noi ,<now could 








request titles 


7 1 1 


3 


1 1 




Table 10 






Number of Titles That 


Wou 1 d Be Requested 1 n 


i the Respondents' 


Own Field If 


More Funds Were Aval 1 


ab 1 e 




Number of Anticipated 


NMNH Respondents 


NMHT Respondents 


Requests 


Number Percent 


Number 


Percent 


None 


8 13 


0 


0 


IHO 


12 ■ 19 


2 


7 


1 1-50 


27 44 


13 


46 


Over 50 


9 15 


9 


32 


Did not know could 








request 


6 10 


4 


14 



O 

ERIC 
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Respondents expressed little Interest in the selection 
of materials outside of their own fields, as the data in 
Table ii Indicates* If funds were Increased, more than 40 
percent of the respondents in both Museums still would not 
recommend titles outside of their own fields of interest, 

( See Table 12). 



Table II 



Number of Titles Requested In Other Fields 



Number of Requests 


NMNH Respondents 


NMHT Respondents 




Number Percent 


Number Percent 



None 


45 


73 


18 


64 


IHO 


7 


1 1 


5 


18 


1 1-50 


5 


5 


1 


4 


Over 50 


2 


3 


! 


4 


Did not know 


5 


8 


3 


i i 



Table 12 



Number of 


T i + 1 es 


That Wou 


1 d Be Requested 


i n Other 


Fields 




If More Funds 


Were Aval 1 ab 1 e 






Number of Anticipated 


NMNH Respondents 


NMHT Respondents 


Requests 




Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


None 




29 


47 


12 


43 


1 — 30 




18 


30 


6 


21 


1 1 *50 




8 


13 


3 


1 1 


Over 50 




2 


3 


2 


7 


Did not know 




5 


8 


5 


18 
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These findings confirm the view of the selection 
process he'd by most Smithsonian Librarians; a majority of 
the curators do participate in selecting materials in their 
own fields. Because they did not recommend titles, or because 
they did not know that they could recommend titles, however, 

22 percent of the respondents in History and Technology did 
not participate In the selection process. In Natural History 
the percentage is considerably larger; 32 percent of the 
respondents did not recommend titles. When this is combined 
with the II percent who did not know that they could make 
recommendations, 43 percent or more than two-fifths of the 
Natural History respondents did not participate in the 
selection process. It should be noted, furthermore, that 
those who did participate in the selection process did so 
almost exclusively in their own areas of interest. 

B, Perception of the Selection Process 

Selection decisions are being made at the Smithsonian 
Institution Libraries. With increases in funds, more decisions 
will be made. The question was asked: who has responsibility 
for the selection of materials? 

Responsibility for the selection of materials is an 
issue which has aroused considerable interest and concern among 
research librarians. At one extreme is the view that selection 
should be by expert users in their own subject fields; at the 
other extreme is the view that selection Is the sole responsi- 
bility of the professional librarian. Few librarians adhere 
to either extreme. Most agree theft expert users must have a 
role I n the selection of materials; it is the relative role 
of the expert user and the professional librarian which lies at 
the heart of the issue, II 

There are, of course, other considerations involved in 
selecting materials. 12 Among factors to be considered are the 
needs of users who do not or who cannot participate in the 
selection process; the nature and extent of "balance" desired In 
the collection; and the degree to which the library has assumed 
regional, national, or international responsibility for 
developing a special col lection. 
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Li brary acimi n i s+rators attempt to cope with the 
problems involved In the selection of materials In a number 
of ways. Some libraries employ blanket order or approval 
plans which, to some extent, remove selection decision-making 
from the librarian. 13 Many libraries have developed care- 
fully derined acquisition policy statements to serve as a 
guide to selection decision-making. Another trend has been 
toward the creation of a professional role in academic and 
research I ibraries. ^ The title of these prof ess Iona I s may 
vary — i. e. , subject specialists, b I b 1 lographers, selection 
officers. They perform a variety of duties, but they appear 
to have in common the responsibi ) i ty for monitoring and 
evaluating collections in areas of their own expertise. 

The role of selection officer has r cent I y been 
introduced to the Smithsonian institution Libraries. There is 
a feeling among Smithsonian (nstltut on librarians, however, 
that lack of funds has prevented this system from functioning 
properly. In a sense, therefore, the findings which follow 
may be considered a "pretest 11 which, in time, can be fo| lowed 
by a similar "posttest" to evaluate the effect of selection 
officers upon the selection decision-making process at the 
Smithsonian Institution Libraries. 

On the quest I onna i re , each respondent was asked to 
indicate, in percentages, how much respons I b i I i ty the curators, 
department chairmen, librarians and the library director have 
for the selection of titles in the respondent T s own field of 
interest. The respondent was also asked "... to Indicate how 
much responsibi I Ity you be! lev© each should have." 

The findings shown in Table 13 are not surprisingj 
44 percent of the respondents In Natural History and 62 percent 
In History and Technology believe that curators now have the 
major respons! bi I i ty for selection decisions. What is surprising, 
however, is the large percentage in Natural History -- 48 percent 
who indicate that they do not know who has the responsibi I ity 
for se lection dec is ions*. 
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Table 13 



Respondents f Percept i on 


of the Curators 1 


Present 


Role In 


The $e 


lection of 


Mater i a I s 




Extent of Responsibility 


NMNH Respondents 


NMHT Respondents 




Number Percent 


Number 


Percent 


None 


o 


3 


2 


8 


Less than 50 percent 


3 


5 


3 


12 


50 percent or more 


14 


24 


7 


27 


100 percent 


12 


20 


9 


35 


Do not know 


28 


48 


5 


19 


There are several I 


i nterest 1 ng 


corre 1 


at i ons w 


i th i n 


Natural History. The more collections 


within 


the Smithsonian 



that a respondent uses, the more responsibility he believes 
that curators should have Cr = ,315). Respondents who depend 
primarily upon personal collections would like curators to 
have more respons i b I I i ty for selecting materials than they now 
have ( r - -.257) , 

Twenty-eight of the respondents in Natural History 
indicate that they do not know who now has responsibility for 
the selection of materials* Their replies to the question: 

,f ... how much responsibility (do) you believe each should have? ,? 
were analyzed separately (See Table 14)* Although the 28 
curators may not know how the present system operates, most of 
them do have opinions about how they would pref.er that the 
system operate; they would prefer that eurators have most of 
the respons i bill ty for selection decision making. 
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Table 14 



Extent of Responsibi I i ty Preferred For Curators By The 28 
Respondents in NMNH Who Did Not Know Who Had Responsibi! I ty 
For Selection of Materials (See Table 13) 



E xtent of Responsibility 

Preferred for Curators NMNH Respondents 

Number Percent 



None 

Less than 50 
50 or more 
100 

Do not know 



1 4 

2 7 

15 54 

5 18 

5 18 



The data in Table 15 reveals what has already been 
implied; other potential participants in the selection process 
are viewed as having little or no respons i b i I i ty for the 
selection of materials. The respondents do not believe that 
department chairmen, librarians or the library d i rector now have 
or should have a major role in selecting materials. 







Table 15 



Respondents 1 Perce 


ptlon of the Present Resno 


nsi bi i ity 


of 




Department Chairman 


, Librarians and 


the Libra 


ry Director In 






the Selection Process 








Potent i a 1 Part i c i pants 


Extent of 


NMNH Respondents 


NMHT Res 


pondents 


in the Selection Process 


Respons i b i 1 [ ty 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Pe rcent 


Department Chairmen 


None 


22 


37 


13 


50 




Less than 50 












percent 


7 


12 


6 


23 




50 percent or 












more 


2 


3 


1 


4 




1 00 percent 


0 


0 


i 


4 




Do not know 


28 


48 


5 


19 


L i brar i ans 


None 


1 9 


32 


12 


46 




Less than 50 












percent 


10 


! 7 


7 


27 




50 percent or 












more 


2 


3 


0 


0 




100 percent 


1 


2 


0 


0 




Do not know 


27 


46 


7 


27 


Library Director 


Non© 


31 


53 


13 


50 




Less than 50 












percent 


i 


2 


5 


19 




50 percent or 












more 


0 


0 


0 


0 




100 percent 


0 


0 


0 


0 




Do not know 


27 


46 


8 


31 




-28- 



35 



To summarize s The majority of the respondents did 
participate in the selection process by recommending titles 
for acquisition* although 43 percent in Natural History and 
22 percent in History and Technology did not. Most 
respondents indicated that they would request more titles 
if more funds were available. 

The respondents believe that curators now have the 
major share of the responsibility for selection decision 
making In their own fields* and they feel that this Is a 
desirable situation. They do not believe that department 
chairmen* librarians or the library d I rector now have or 
should have a major role in selecting materials. 

Almost half of the respondents in Natural History 
indicate that they do not know who has responsibility for 
selection decision making; these respondents also believe 
that the curators should have mos* of the responsibility. 



O 
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VI. CONCLUSIONS: IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND POLICY-MAKING 



This study was designed to provide 1 i nformat I on for policy- 
making. It was In many ways an exploratory study — exploring 
concepts and methodologies. The implications which are drawn 
must be considered tentative. 

A. Implications for Further Research 



I* User evaluation of col Actions : In this study 

only one parameter of the assessment of col lections was focused 
upon: the user’s judgment of the extent to which the collections 
meet his needs. There are obviously other factors which must 
be considered and other points of view that should be taken 
into account when evaluating a coll act I on. As an index of user 
evaluation, however, the Level of Assessment score seems promis- 
ing. It discriminated among subjects and was related to other 
variables in Interesting ways. Some limitations of the Level 
of Assessment score and several possible changes in quantifica- 
tion procedures have been mentioned. For a field such as 
f i brar i ansh 1 p , which must develop usor-or i ented evaluative 
indices, the dimensions and genera I t zab I I i ty of Level of 
Assessment scores seem to merit further investigation, 

2, Differences between discipline s: The quantity of 
information and the rate at which that information increases 
varies between disciplines and subject fields. Systematic 
data about the variations is not easily obtained; nevertheless, 
the existence of differences has been mentioned and must be taken 
into account when interpreting the findings of this study. 

The findings tend to support what is known about differences in 
the i nformat i on-seeki ng behavior of historians and scientists; 
further study of these variations should be undertaken, 

information science, as it is evolving, has been almost 
exclusively concerned with studying the I n format I on- seek i ng 
behavior of scientists and engineers (insofar as It has been 
concerned with studying behavior at all). There are obvious 
political and economic as well as substantive reasons to account 
for the concern with scientists and engineers. The subject 
matter with which they deal is more easily defined, controlled 
and organized* (The attention which information specialists 
have given to sci ent i f i c and technical subjects may have made 
this more true.) Science and technology, however important and 
easily studied, constitute but one aspect of the "universe of 
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knowledge. 11 Insights into the information-seeking behavior 
of historians and other social scientists and humanists can 
add greater understanding of the nature of information needs 
and the requirements for successful information transfer. 

3. Organ I zatlona I behav lor : Although the major 

objective of this study was to gather information for policy 
making, the framework within which the research was designed 
was based upon concepts d''awn from organization theory, 
"Organizational domain” end "domain consensus" were described 
briefly in footnote I. These notions provided the conceptual 
framework within which the population served by the Libraries 
was queried about resources available and services offered. 

The findings of this study, particularly the results of the 
stepwise regression analysis, suggest that such a framework can 
be useful and should be further explored. Additional multi- 
variate analyses and further experimental studies can assist 
in operationalizing the concepts of "organizational domain" 
and "domain consensus." 

B. Implications for Policy making 

!# Co I I ect i on deve i opment : The findings confirm 

what the Library policy makers a I ready know: the collections 
of the Smithsonian Institution Libraries have grown at an 
uneven pace. It seems clear that before specific guidelines 
can be developed, the policy makers must f i rst decide in what 
areas and to what extent the Libraries will assume respons i b i I i ty 
for collection development* Information gathered in this survey 
can guide in such decisions. As policy is formulated, the 
library staff and curators should be consulted and involved. 

When resources are allocated for collection development, 
the unevenness of the collections and differences in subject 
fields must be taken into account. A fast growing discipline 
with a large body of information should be allocated more funds 
than a discipline In which the volume of information available 
Is smaller or Increasing less rapidly. Policy decisions must 
be made about resources allocated to retrospect i ve purchases and 
those allocated to keeping up with new publications; these 
decisions will differ in different subject fields- 



2. Communications with curators : In the short run, 

the most significant finding of this study may be that a 
communications gap does exist between a relatively small 
group of primary users of the Smithsonian Institution Libraries 
and the Library policy makers. If so large a percentage of 
curators is uninformed about the selection of materials* it 
may be that a similar gap exists in other areas of library 
policy as well. 

There are a number of remedies whi 'h can be under- 
taken by the library administration* Some are simple and 
inexpensive* The role of advisory committees* for example, 
might be strengthened. Information about library policies 
and recent acquisitions might be systematically disseminated 
to the curators in short memoranda or news letters* The 
library might encourage user feedback by soliciting queries 
and suggestions and by publicly responding to some of them. 

A more expensive and long-range suggestion is to 
Initiate some form of current awareness service for the 
curators. As the Libraries move toward automation this 
should become more feasible. In the long run, strengthening 
the role of the selection officers may serve noi only to improve 
communications between curators and librarians but also to pro- 
vide valuable imputsi to the policy making process. 

3* Techn i ca I serv 1 ces : Respondents rank speeding up 

technical processing and hiring more clerical and technical 
assistants above more "user oriented" services* The library 
adm i n i strators are aware cf the problem in technical services 
and are devoting attention to it. 

Another important finding of this study is that the 
decentralized department and division collections are extensive- 
ly used by curators, and that curators (especial ly in Natural 
History) make use of collections in d I v 1 s i ons, and departments 
other than their own* The tradition of decentra I I zat Ion and 
the variations in the quality and condition of the decentralized 
collections have been noted* As research activity becomes 
Increasingly multi-disciplinary, researchers will no doubt make 
more extensive use of the scattered collections. Therefore, it 
seems essential that central control of the collections should 
be maintained and strengthened in order to facilitate access to 
information by all potential users. Furthermore, the basis upon 
which titles are assigned to decentralized collections must be 
made more explicit, so that search strategies can be more 
eff Iclent , 



4 • Cooperative programs : One of the major findings 

of the study is that the total number of libraries used by 
curators does make a significant difference in their judgments 
about the col lections of the Smithsonian Institution Libraries, 
Those curators who feel that the col lections support them at 
low levels use a greater number of libraries. This relation- 
ship exists despite the considerable attention presently devoted 
to interlibrary loan activities. 

The policy makers of , he Smithsonian Institution 
Libraries must decide if they will attempt to meet all of the 
needs of their primary users; the pol icy makers must also 
decide whaf other groups are to be served and to what extent 
their needs will be met. 



No research library, however, can aspire to meet the 
needs of its users by the exclusive use of its own collection. 
Therefore, greater attention should be given the development 
of cooperative programs which go beyond traditional inter- 
library loan activities. The Smithsonian Institution Libraries 
has the col lection strengths, the favorable location and 
status to lead in the development of innovative 
programs. 



the 
cooperat 1 ve 



5, Public information clearinghouse ; This study has 
focused upon the research needs of the curators -- the primary 
users of the Smithsonian Institution Libraries, There are other 
users of the libraries; the responses of the Exhibits staff, 
for example, were eliminated from this analysis because their 
needs were substantially different from those of the curators. 
Neither have the needs of the public, which in large measure 
supports the Smithsonian Institution, been considered. It has 
been noted that the curators consider themselves primari ly 
researchers; the librarians likewise consider the Smithsonian 
Institution Libraries to be a research library. 

The survey findings Indicate that a considerable 
proportion of curators f time (|| percent In Natural History and 
18 percent in History and Technology) is devoted to responding 
to public inquiries. One of the strongest arguments put forth 
by curators for continued maintenance of department and division 
collections Is the importance of these collections for answering 
pub lie I nqu i r i os . 



+ho ... Beyond the maintenance of reference tools, however 

ac+ivi't Th h f? K n ° ? r °9 ram to support public service 
activity. The Libraries should be involved in the develop- 
ment of a c|earinghouse for public information which wil| P 

expert se" * ,l+er+hem + ° an appropriate level of 

expertise. This clearinghouse act i v i ty 'cou I d include a pilot 

program to link exhibits to an information data base. Such a 
project if carefully designed and executed, could test the 
asibiiity of integrating Museum collections into a user- 
oriented information system. user 
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SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION LIBRARIES 




WASHINGTON, D. C, 20560 



January 26, 1971 



Dear Colleague: 

The enclosed questionnaire is part of a study of the development 
of library collections in the Smithsonian Institution, It has been 
prepared by Mrs, Elaine Sloan, a doctoral student at the University 
of Maryland School of Library and Information Services 3 who is a 
Visiting Research Associate at the Smithsonian Institution this year. 

Your cooperation is very important in assuring that the results 
of this study are useful# It is my hope that the information gathered 
by Mrs# Sloan can aid in future policy planning for the Libraries# 

Please note that the study is concentrated at this time on the National 
Museum of History and Technology, and the National Museum of Natural 
History, It will serve as a guide to us in planning extended studies 
of needs, and plans to meet them, throughout the Institution, 

Please return the completed questionnaire to ' . Sloan, NHB 24, 

by February 15, 1971 , If you have any questions, please call Mrs, Sloan 
at S17S or 5044, If she is not available please call my staff assist- 
ant, Dan GXemmer, at 5432, 



Sincerely , 




Russell Shank 
Director, S.I. Libraries 



assessment or collections in the libraries of tt :e Smithsonian institution 

‘Li cX: am.n 1 ? briefly list the research projects or studios in which you have 
been involved during the past calendar year . 

In col tin ;n 2 ? please assess the collections of the libraries of the Sm 1 thson i an 
Institution in relation to your own projects and studies . Consider only the 
Smithsonian collections 5 not materials secured for you by the Smithsonian Libraries 
via interlibrary loan. Indicate the level at which the collections support your work: 

Level _1 - supplies basic information (such as is contained in dictionaries ? 
handbooks and encyclopedias) 

Level 2 — covers current knowledge and most important historical aspects 
(such as is contained in textbooks and basic journals) 

Level _3 - includes basic ma t erials required for independent study 
(but lacks some significant materials) 

L evel 4 — includes most mate rials required for independent study 

Column 2 



Column 1 

Research Projects or Studie 



Assessment of Library Collections 
Level Level Level Level 
12 3 4 

(check one) 



1, 


. _ c 


) 


c 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 
























2. 


c 
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c 
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( 


) 
























3, 
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( 
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4. 
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( 
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( 


) 

























( ) ( > c ) c ) 



Should any changes be made in the levels at which the collections of the 
libraries of the Smithsonian Institution support your work? Yes No 

If yes ? please describe the changes you desire for each project: 
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In column 1, please list all of the different libraries and collections of 
documents that you have used in connection with your professional activities 
auj'ine the past calendar year. Include libraries and document collections used 
within and outside of the Smithsonian Institution. Please identify individually 
each collection used, including those maintained by departments or divisions of 
the Smithsonian Institution. 

"Use” includes personal visit «, written requests, phone calls by you or 
some amT^a c ling for you , ”Use Tt does not include materials or services obtained by 



indirect means (e.g. 



loan”). 



In column 2 5 indicate the approximate frequency with which you used the 
collections , Place a ”1” next to the library or document collection you used 
most frequently 5 a ”2” for the next most frequently used. 



etc. , until all are ranked. 



fo 



In column 3, indicate the projects or studies (identified on the preceding page) 
which yeu most frequently used the library or document collection. (You may 



entity the study or project by the order in which you listed it (e.g^> Tt l n 



etc. 



Column 1 



L L b r a r i os an d Document Collections U sed 

7 indicate location if necessary for identification) 



Column 2 

Rank by 
Frequency 
of Use 



Column 3 

Projects or 
Studies for which 
Primarily Used 



0 



For vF/.nt reasons other than the presence of rel evant library materials did you 
use the libraries listed on the preceding page? (e.g. , was it because of 
convenience, comfort, ease of getting materials, speed of getting materials, 
or special services such as photocopying?) 



Library or Document Collection Used 



Reasons for Use 



j.. Your first ranked library: 

2. Your last ranked library: 

3, Your highest ranked library in the 
Smithsonian (if neither of the above): 



5. Should the libraries of the Smithsonian Institution collect rnareri al s in subject 
Pqj- vhich you now use other libraries or document collections, 

Yos No „ 

If yes, please list the subject areas or kinds of materials which the libraries 
of the Smithsonian Institution should collect: 



C. SELECTION OP MATERIALS 

1, During the past year how many titles have you recommended or requested for 
acquisition by t e libraries of the Smithsonian Institution? 

in your own areas of interest? ____ 

in other subject fields? ____ 

2, How many titles do you think you would have recorranended if more funds had been 
available ? 

in your own areas of interest? 

in other subject fields? 
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3. In column 1, indicate how much responsibility each of the following has for 
the selection of titles in your own fields of interest. 

In column indicate how much responsibility you believe each should have. 

Indicate amount of responsibility in percentages (e.g,, 0% indicates no 
responsibility, "’00% indicates total responsibility). 

Amount of Responsibility for Selection of Titles 
At Present Preferred 

1. Curators 

2. Department chairman 

3. Librarians _ — — — 

4 . Library Director _____ 



D. PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES 

1. During the past calendar year, approximately what percent of your professional 
time was spent on each activity? 

% in research activities 

% in curatorial activities 

% in teaching and lecturing 

Ji in public service activities 

% in administrative activities 

% in other activities (please specify) 



Total 100 % 
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2 # If additional funds could be made available this year for library purposes in 
the Smithsonian Institution, indicate in percentages— from 0 % to 100% — how 
you would allocate these resources: 



1, To speed up technical processing of materials 
(acquisitions, cataloging). 

2 * To make the libraries more comfortable for 
reading and studying. 



3, To buy more journals. 

4, To increase photocopying facilities* 

3. To buy more reference and bibliographic materials 
(e.g., indexes, abstracts). 

6, To speed up the delivery of documents from one 
library to another, 

7, To buy more books. 

8, To hire more clerical and technical assistants. 

9, To hire more librarians. 

10 , Other (Please specify). 



% 



/a 



% 

% 



% 



% 

% 



Do you have any additional comments about the collections of the libraries of 
the Smithsonian Institution or any general consents about the libraries? 



Name Position 

(will be deleted subsequent to analysis) 

Departmen t Division 





APPENDIX B 



SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION LIBRARIES 




WASHINGTON, D, C 2056© 



February 19* 1971 



Dear Col league , 

Although I realize that you are busy, I would like to 
urge you to return the questionnaire sent to you from the 
Smithsonian Institution Libraries on January 26, 

The information which you provide will be extremely 



useful, both for the study itself and for future plans 



based upon the results of this study. 

If you have any questions, please call Elaine Sloan 
at 5178 or 5044 or Dan Clerraner at 5432, 




Russell Shank 
Director, S«I* Libraries 





APPENDIX C 



Analysis of Quest ? onna j re Retu r ns 



Quest ionnai res sent 



NMNH NMHT 

Number Number 



I 17 54 



Quest i onna i res returned 68 29 

Quest 1 onna i res eliminated due to 

incomplete information 4 i 

Quest i onna i res analyzed 64 28 



Quest I onna i res not returned 49 
D! d not rep I y 27 
Refused 6 
Retired or leave of absence 2 
Not In D* C. area at time studv was conducted 14 



24 

21 

1 

0 

2 





APPENDIX D 



CODING SCHEME 



COLUMN NUMBER VARIABLE IDENTIFICATION 

I Museum 



0 

I 



2, 5 Department, Division 

4 Individual Identification Number 

5 Position I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

6 Supervisor I 

2 

7 Number of projects reported I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

8 Assessment of col lection I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 

9 Number of libraries utilized I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 



National Museum of Natural History 
National Museum of History and 
Techno I ogy 



Curator 

Associate Curator 
Assistant Curator 
Non-curator i a I - research 
Non-curator la I - administration 
Department Chairman 

No 

Yes 



2 

3 

4 

5 or more 

1 . 0 to 1.4 

1 . 5 to 1.9 

2.0 to 2.4 

2.5 to 2.9 

3.0 to 3.4 

3.5 to 3.9 

4.0 

none or I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 or more 
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Number of Smithsonian institution Libraries Utilized 



12 



13 



14 



15 



16 



17 



2 

3 

4 

5 

Pr imary I i brary I 

2 

3 

4 



2 

3 

4 

5 or more 

Personal col lection 
Department or divisional library 
Centra I I i brary 
Outside SI 



Number of requests in own field I 

2 
3 
■ 4 

5 

6 

9 



None 

I to 5 
6 to iO 

II to 25 
26 to 50 
Over 50 

Did not know could 



Number of requests in other fields 



As above 



Number of requests in own field If funds available 

As above 

Number of requests In other fields if funds available 

As above 

Indicated increase in number of requests if mo r£ funds available 

1 No increase 

2 I ncreass 

Perception of curator f s responsibility 

1 None 

2 Less than 50 % 

3 50 % or more 

4 100 ? 

9 Did not know about selection proce 
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